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With respect to the IDS that is citing US patent 6081813, this patent number has 
apparently been withdrawn and the examiner cannot view the disclosure. This 
document is not in the USPTO patent database and the examiner does not have a copy 
to review. This reference has not been considered and has been crossed out on the 
1449 statement for this reason. 

1. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 12-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

For claims 12,30, the preamble states "via a network", but the examiner notes 
that in the body of the claim there is no network recited. It is not clear if the computing 
resources are being provided via a network as the preamble indicates. The examiner is 
not clear as to whether or not there is a network being used in this method claim 
because the body of the claim lacks any mention of a network. There is also no 
antecedent basis for "the negotiated agreement". Is this the same as the agreement 
from line 3 or another agreement that was not previously claimed? No negotiated 
agreement has previously been recited. 

For claim 15, there is no antecedent basis for "wherein the step of negotiating an 
agreement with a customer". It was not claimed that an agreement was negotiated so 
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what step does this refer to? It has only been claimed that an agreement was entered 
into, which does not require negotiation. This step lacks antecedent basis. 

For claims 22-29, it is not clear to the examiner as to what statutory class of 
invention the claims are directed to. Are the claims directed to a method or a system? 
Claim 22 recites two structural elements but has 4 recitations to method steps so even 
though the preamble indicates a "system", the examiner is not clear as to what statutory 
class these claims are reciting. The language "a plurality of information handling 
systems furnishing computing resources..." is a recitation to structure and is also 
reciting that the information handling systems are doing something (furnishing). This is 
a method of use limitation. Are claims 22-29 article or method claims? The dependent 
claims add further confusion to this issue because they also recite method steps 
directed to steps of use. 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 22-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is written 

in a manner that seems to be a mix of statutory classes (apparatus and method). The 

claims are directed to more than one statutory class of invention, which is improper. 
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4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 22-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Kraft 
et al. (6112225). 

The examiner has examined claims 22-29 as if they are apparatus claims. Kraft 
discloses a system manager 102 and a plurality of information handling systems 106. 
The computers 106 are disclosed as providing distributed computing services. The 
language directed to how the computing resources have been acquired has been 
considered but it not reciting any further structure to the system. The manner by which 
the computer resources are acquired does not result in any structure that is not found in 
Kraft. The limitations recited in claims 23-29 are directed to method steps and do not 
result in any structure being claimed that is not found in Kraft. 



6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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7. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

8. Claims 1-4,6-9,11-19,21,30,31,33, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kraft et al. (61 12225). 

For claim 1,6,7,11,12,15,21,30,33, Kraft discloses a method of providing 
distributed computing services as claimed. Kraft discloses that complex tasks can be 
broken up into smaller tasks and these smaller tasks are sent to customer's PC's via the 
Internet for processing. Kraft discloses the act of providing a reward to the owner of the 
PC for their participation in the distributed computing network. Not disclosed is the step 
of receiving an order for an information handling system as claimed. Also not disclosed 
is the step of leasing the computing resources from the customer. With respect to the 
receiving of an order for an information handling system, because the customers in 
Kraft have PC's that participate in the distributed computing the computers must have 
been obtained in some manner. One well-known manner of obtaining a computer is to 
purchase one. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
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the invention was made for the customer to purchase their PC from a computer retailer 
(the retailer receives an order from the customer) because this is the old and notoriously 
well known manner of obtaining a computer. This is easier than making a computer, 
which not many people are capable of doing. With respect to the step of leasing the 
computing resources, Kraft discloses that customers are rewarded for their participation 
in the distributed computing network. Column 9, line 62-column 10, line 4 discloses that 
rewards are given to owners of computers that participate in the distributed computing. 
This can be in the form of money. The situation disclosed in Kraft is essentially an 
agreement that the owner will make their PC available for distributed computing tasks, 
and the owner will receive compensation for making the computer resource available. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to lease the computing resources from the PC owner, so that the agreement was 
more formalized and both parties knew what they would receive from the other. 

For claims 2,3,7,8,12,13,31, applicant has claimed the configuring of the 
information handling system for providing the computing resources. The examiner 
interprets this to be the act of providing the owner's PC with a processor, database, and 
a modem. These features allow distributed computing to occur. This is clearly done 
prior to delivery to the owner as claimed. 

For claims 4,9,14, see column 9, line 62-column 10, line 4 where the claimed 
incentive is disclosed. 

For claims 16,17, not disclosed is the step of determining whether or not the 
customer is in compliance with the agreement, and if they are not in compliance, 
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discontinuing the incentive. The examiner feels that one of ordinary skill in the art would 
find this obvious based on the level of ordinary skill in the art. Clearly, if you are 
providing compensation to the PC owner for using their PC for distributed computing, if 
they do not allow you to access their PC for the purpose of performing distributed 
computing, one of ordinary skill in the art would find it obvious to not provide the 
incentive. One of ordinary skill in the art would find it obvious to monitor compliance 
with the agreement and would discontinue the incentive if the owner was not honoring 
their portion of the agreement. 

For claims 18,19, Kraft does not disclose what is claimed. It is old and well 
known that agreements, such as leases, have times periods associated with the term of 
the lease. If an expiration date were included in the lease, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to determine if the 
customer would like to continue with the distributed computing lease once the previous 
lease is expired. This is just the act of renewing a lease, which is nothing new and is 
old and well known in the art. Because an incentive was provided for the lease, it 
follows that a second incentive would be provided with the new lease. One of ordinary 
skill in the art would not expect a PC owner to enter into a lease unless they are getting 
something out of the deal (incentive). 
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9. Claims 5,10,20,32, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kraft et al. (61 12225) in view of Leighton et al. (6108703). 

For claims 5,10,20,32, Kraft does not disclose that the distributed computing 
services are hosting content on the World Wide Web. Leighton discloses a method 
where a content provider for the Internet can distribute and replicate content data to 
many computer servers instead of having all the content stored on one server. This 
allows for faster retrieval of information and duplication of data in the event the main 
server is lost. The method of Leighton is a form of distributed computing in that many 
computers are employed instead of a large computer server. This allows large amounts 
of data to be efficiently stored and retrieved as discussed by Leighton. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
provide Kraft with the ability to assist Internet content providers by allowing them to 
store content on individual owner's PC's as taught by Leighton and in return the PC 
owners would receive compensation, just like when their PC is used to number 
crunching. This would be another product/service that Kraft could provide and would be 
satisfied by utilizing the individual owner's PC systems. 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. "Companies create way to put idle PCs to work through Net", 
"Magnosoft Awarded to US patents, leading provider of Internet software and services 
recognized for Distributed Computing Innovations", "The secret life of the home 
computer", "Move in on to put idle computers to work", "DataSynapse announces 
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premium benefits package for broadband users who join the company's Distributed 
Computing Network", "PCs put to work byte by byte Power, A group of Internet 
entrepreneurs envisions harnessing the unused capacity of millions of home computers 
to solve important problems" "Are you ready for cooperative processing?", and Bonnell 
(5655081) are references that discuss distributed computing and the advantages it 
provides. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dennis Ruhl whose telephone number is 571-272-6808. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Weiss can be reached on 571-272-6812. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




DENNIS RUHL 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



